parking held in reserve. The reserve space may be used by the developer
for warehousing, but at the end of three or four years, a traffic and
parking study must be submitted to the city to demonstrate that the

parking relaxation has had no adverse consequences on the community.

The city of Bellevue is using this same concept of setting aside land for
parking to permit parking reduections in outlying areas. The delayed
parking provision has been part of Bellevue's Land Use Code since 1983.
Only landsecaping is allowed on the land held in reserve for parking. No

structures of any kind are permitted.

s Pricing

Free or subsidized parking encourages auto use over publie transit and
rideshare use. On a national scale, it is estimated that 75 percent of all cars
driven to work are parked free in spaces provided by employers; free on-street

parking raises that percentage to 93 percent.27

Conditions in the Puget Sound region mateh very closely with the national
data.28 Research has shown that approximately 20 percent of those who now
drive alone and receive free parking would form earpools or begin using publie

transit if they were required to pay for parking at their workplace.29
Pricing approaches can take a number of forms:

General increases in parking rates.

Preferential parking rates for short-term parkers.
Preferential parking rates for earpools and vanpools.
Parking taxes.

Flexible transportation subsidies.

o 0o 0 o0 o O©°

Other selected strategies such as elimination of monthly parking

contracts.

One example of a large employer who substantially increased parking rates for

employees is the federal government of Canada. Increasing parking rates for
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federal employees in the City of Ottawa had several signifiecant travel
impaets, including a) a 23% reduction in the number of employees driving to
work, b) an increase in average vehicle occupancy from 1.33 to 1.41, and (c) a

16% increase in transit ridership among Canadian federal employees.31

Preferential HOV pricing strategies can take the form of free or low-cost
parking or can be differential rates based upon vehicle occupaney. An
example of this type of differential parking rate that has been applied by some

private firms is shown below:

Percentage of Parking Price

Paid for by Employer

Single Occupant 0%
Two-person carpool 50%
Three-person carpool 100%
Vanpool 1009

Preferential HOV pricing strategies have been successful in attracting car-
pools. The rate of use of the HOV spaces has generally exceeded 75% in
Montgomery County, Maryland.31 In Seattle the use of HOV spaces is in
excess of 95 percent for public spaces and about 35 percent for off-street

spaces in private buildings.:”2

The elimination of free employee parking is the first step toward discouraging
single-occupant vehicle trips. Some ways to eliminate SOV parking subsidies

are:

0 Increase employee pay commensurate with former parking subsidy.

0 Create alternative transportation fringe benefits for employees
(e.g., subsidies for carpools, vanpools, subseription bus service and
public transit bus passes).

o Eliminate the parking subsidy for new employees.

o Provide less employee parking and charge full prices for parking as
new company facilities are built or leased, with a complementary

increase in transportation fringe benefits.
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One disadvantage of charging for parking is that it encourages employees to
find free parking elsewhere, often on nearby residential streets. For parking
charges to attract people to transit and ridesharing, there must be a ban on
parking on residential streets or other nearby free facilities. However, the

cost of enforcement may exceed the benefits derived.

A study done in Montgomery County, Maryland found that employees were
willing to walk fairly long distances to avoid parking costs.33 Employees in a
building in White Flint, Maryland were seen to have walked as much as

1,500 ft. or more to avoid parking charges.

The relationship between parking demand and price is very inelastic (not
responsive to change).34 Only drastic parking price increases will create any
sizeable reduction in parking traffic. Modest increases in parking charges over
a period of time have little impact on mode choice.3% If all-day parking
charges are doubled, say from $2.00 to $4.00 all at once, it could alter parking
habits of as many as 22 percent of the existing users.38 These 22 percent
would perhaps seek other, less convenient locations. with cheaper rates,
consider carpooling or transit, or seek sources of parking subsidy from the
employer.

Flexible transportation subsidies are inducements offered by employers to
encourage employees to commute to work by transit, carpool, vanpool, or

buspool instead of driving alone.

One of the most successful employer-subsidized, flexible transportation pro-
grams is operated by Atlantic Richfield Company at its corporate headquar-
ters in downtown Los Angeles.37 ARCO subsidizes all transportation modes
for its 2,196 employees. Employees are given the choice of commuting alone
and paying half of the monthly parking fee for a space owned or leased by the
company, or switehing to another transportation mode, which the company
subsidizes at the following rates:
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TRANSPORTATION SUBSIDIES PROVIDED BY ARCO

Single driver - 50 percent of parking price
Two-person carpool - 175 percent of parking price
Three-person earpool - 100 percent of parking price

As of January, 1985 a new federal law requires employers to add transporta-
tion subsidies exceeding $15 per month to the employee’s W-2 form for tax
purposes. As a result of this change, ARCO provides a $15 subsidy for modes
other than automobile or ridesharing vehicles parking in the company's
garages. (The law does not affect subsidy of parking spaces.)

Approximately 56 percent of ARCO's employees commute to work in high
occupancy vehicles.38 This compares with Los Angeles' overall goal of

55 percent for company ridesharing during periods of heavy smog.

Fringe Parking

The use of fringe parking lots along with express bus or shuttle service to
employment sites is one parking management technique that can help keep
cars out of congested downtown areas. Fringe lots are facilities located
outside, but in close proximity to the CBD, which serve transit travelers
destined to the CBD.

This type of program may be established by a loeal unit of government, by the
transit ageney, or by an employer. In order to make fringe parking attraective,
remote parking lots should be located a sufficient distance from the work site
(not less than one mile from the CBD or high concentration employment
center) to make the mode change worthwhile in terms of total travel time for
passengers. Unless parking supply is restricted and parking charges are high,
fringe parking tends to work better close to the origin end of a trip (e.g., at
park-and-ride lots) than at the destination end of a trip where an employee can

easily drive the rest of the way.
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The success of fringe parking lots depends heavily on the level of transit
service linking the lot with the nearby activity center. The following service

characteristies must normally be present for a lot to work well:

0 Adequate transit capacity must be available

0 Service should be provided at 5-10 minute headways during peak
periods

0 Transit service to the lot should be available at a reasonable

frequency during mid-day and early evening hours

0 Overall trip travel time and cost of using the facility should be
roughly comparable to that for trips by auto to the activity center.

Two other factors which influence a fringe lot's use are security and ease of

access.

Enforcement and Adjudication

Several cities have initiated aggressive policies regarding the enforcement of
parking regulations in order to increase their general revenues and improve
traffic circulation and the use of on-street parking. This has been accom-
plished in Boston and Washington, D.C. by increasing the level of ticketing and
developing procedures to apprehend violators who have not paid outstanding
citations. In Washington, D.C. enforcement responsibilities for parking
violations were transferred from the police department to the traffic depart-
ment. Through a combination of ticketing, towing, booting, and administrative

adjudication, the program has been able to achieve the following results:

o Creation of an estimated $25 million in net revenue annually for
the eity.39

0 An increase in the number of legal hours parked at metered spaces
from 13 to 56 percent and a decrease in illegal hours from 84 to
31 percent.40
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o An increase in turnover from 1.2 to 3.9 vehicles/hour.

o An increase of 39 percent in meter revenues.

m. PARKING SUPPLY IN KING COUNTY

A.

T/SD~-4/1

Qverview

A study of suburban employment center parking demand conducted by staff
members of Commuter Pool (now part.of Metro) and PSCOG in 1983 found
that minimum parking requirements in suburban King County are too high and
should be reduced by at least 18 percent.41 The study concluded that, in the
Seattle area, efforts to promote ridesharing may be more successful when
employee densities exceed 4.5 employees per 1,000 gross square feet and

parking supply dips below .80 space per eml:wloyee."f2

Table 8 indicates the off-street parking requirements of each loeal jurisdiction
within King County. These local requirements can be compared with parking
requirements for office buildings, multi-family dwellings, and retail uses in
selected jurisdictions elsewhere in the country. (See Tables 9, 10 and 11.)
Most King County cities require 4.0 to 5.0 spaces per 1,000 gsf for office and
commercial uses. This figure exceeds the 3.0 spaces per 1,000 gsf recommen-
ded by the Federal Highway Administration for office development as a

reasonable base parking requirement outside CBDs or densely built-up areas.43

Bellevue's Experience with Parking Management

An abundance of parking exists at most employment sites in suburban King
County. For example, the city of Bellevue's parking supply rate for offices
was 4.4 spaces/1000 sq. ft. in 1980. A total of 15,000 parking spaces was
available for retail and office use, compared with a CBD employment level of
12,000.4%4 Since 1981 the City has implemented the following measures to
encourage HOV use:

0 Minimum parking requirements were lowered to 2.0 spaces per
1000 sq. ft.
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o) Maximum parking requirements slightly lower than the present
level of estimated demand were established. The maximum for
office use was set at 3.0 spaces/1000 sq. ft., whereas city staff
felt that the demand was about 3.3 spaces.

o Developments are required to meet all parking demand on-site.
(With allowable parking supplies well below demand, HOV use must
be correspondingly high.)

The first building in the Bellevue CBD to be constructed under the terms of
the new zoning code was 450 Bell Terrace. The building houses 1,200 Pacifie
Northwest Bell Telephone employees, with only 410 parking stalls provided in
the parking garage. To encourage PNB employees to use transit or carpool, a
$60/month parking fee was imposed for garage spaces, along with discounted
or free parking for carpools. With intensive assistance provided by
Seattle/King County Commuter Pool (now part of Metro) and the City of
Bellevue ridesharing staff, a 50 percent employee carpool participation rate

has been achieved. An additional seven to eight percent use transit.

While the PNB example is a special case because many of the company's
employees previously used transit to commute to the company's former site in
downtown Seattle, the Bellevue city staff believe it is still indicative of the
higher mode splits for HOVs which can be achieved when parking supply is

limited.

As a condition of receiving a building permit, the city requires new commer-
cial developments within the Bellevue CBD to demonstrate that parking
demand does not exceed on-site supply of between two and three spaces/1,000.
A minimum of 20 hours per month of the project building management time
must be reserved for the purpose of coordinating and marketing transit and
HOV alternatives. The requirement of accommodating all parking demand on-
site is being addressed in different ways by each developer. Four major office
projects constructed within the past three years are Plaza Center, Skyline
Tower, One Bellevue Center and Rainier Plaza. Listed below are the parking
charges and occupancey rates for each building:
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Single-
Family
Residential

TABLE 8
A SUMMARY OF PARKING REQUIREMENTS

IN KING COUNTY JURISDICTIONS

Multi-
Family
Residential

Office

Commercial

Manufacturing

Kent

2 per dwelling
unit

2 per dwelling
unit if 49 or
less dwelling
units. 1.8 for
50+ units

1 per 250 gsf

1 per 500 gsf for
most retail. 4.5
per 1,000 for
shopping centers
of less than
400,000 gsf,

5 per 1,000 if
more

1 per 1,000 gsf

Auburn
(Has required more
than minimum)

1 for 2 bdr
2 spaces for
3 bdr

1% spaces for
1-2% bdr

2 spaces for 2%
or more

1 per 250 gsf

1 per 350 gsf
1 per 250 for
“"nuisance"
businesses

1 per 750 gsf

Renton .
(Has no parking
requirement in CBD)

2 per dwelling
unit

1% per dwelling
unit

5 per 1,000 gsf

5 per 1,000 gsf

1 per 1,000 gsf

2 per dwelling

Tukwila 2 per unit 2.5 per 1,000 2.5 per 1,000 1 per 1,000 gsf
unit gsf gsf (3.5 is
what most
‘commercial is
using)
Bellevue Non-CBD Non-CBD CBD Core Retail 1.5 per 1,000
(Proposed) 2 per dwelling | One bedrm = Min-2 per CBD nsf (other than
unit 1.2/unit 1,000 nsf 3.3 per 1,000 gsf { high technology
Two bedrm = Max-2.7 per 5 maximum and light
1.8/unit 1,000 nsf Non-CBD industry)
Three or Non-Core 4-5/1,000 nsf,
more bedrms = | Min=2.5/1,000 nsf | depending on
1.8 unit Max=3.0/1,000 nsf| size
CBD Non-CBD
Core: (Proposed)
Min=90/unit Min=4/1,000 nsf
Max=2/unit Max=5/1,000 nsf
Non~Core:
Min=1/unit
Max=2/unit
Redmond 2 per dwelling | Studio-1.2 Community Business Zone Buriness Park/
unit suburban |1 Bdr -1.5 4.0-Min Industrial
res 2 Bdr -1.8 5.0-Max 2 to 1,000 gsf
2 for 3+ bdr 3 bdr -2 Professional Office District 3 to 1,000 max
for urban res & Commercial Office Distriet
3.5-Min
4.5-Max
T/SD-4/2
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Single- Multi-
Family Family
Residential Residential Office Commercial Manufacturing
Bothell 3 per dwelling | 2 per dwelling | 4 per 1000 gsf First 2000 gsf- 2/1000 gsf
unit unit 1/200 gsf
Greater than
2000 gsf-
1/400 gsf
Issaquah 2 per dwelling | 2 per dwelling| 4 per 1000 gsf 5 per 1000 gsf 1 per 1000 gsf

(No maximums)

unit

unit

King County

2 per dwelling
unit

1% per dwellingl per 200 gsf

unit

1 per 200 gsf

1 per 1000 gsf

Des Moines

2- per dwelling
unit

2 per dwelling
unit

1 per 200 gsf

1 per 200 gsf

Normandy Park

No parking requirements.

Kirkland

NA

NA

1 per 300 gsf

NA

NA

Merecer Island

1 per dwelling
unit

2 per dwelling
unit

1 per 300 gsf

Retail = 1 per 400
gst

1 per 3 employ-
ees with a mini~-
mum of 6 spaces

Seattle

T/SD-4/2

1 space per
4 rooms

1 space per
4 rooms

Downtown

.67 spaces per 1000
gsf in areas with
high transit

access, .94 spaces
per 1000 gsf in
areas with moder-
ate transit acecess
for long-term park-
ing + 0.1 space per
1000 gsf for short-
term parking.
Maximum of 1 space
per 1000 gsf unless
special approval
given.

Outside downtown
minimum require-
ment is 1 space/
1000 gsf. No
maximum.
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Retail

.40 spaces per 1000
gsf in areas with
high transit

access, .70 spaces
per 1000 gsf in
areas with moderate
transit access for
long-term parking.
Short-term require-
ment is .5 space
per 1000 gsf.

.20 spaces per
1000 gsf



JURISDICTION

PARKING REQUIREMENTS (Spaces/1,000 GSF)

Eno Foundation
Washington Metro Area
Montgomery County
Gaithersburg
Rockville
Prince George's County
District of Columbia
Alexandria
Arlington
Fairfax County
Moderate to Large Cities
Baltimore, MD
New Orleans, LA
Qakland, CA
Phoenix, AZ
Richmond, VA
St. Paul, MN
Tampa, FL
Suburban Counties or
Municipalities
Bellevue, WA
Cambridge, MAZ/
Evanston, IL
Henrico Co., YA
Qak Park, IL
Tempe, AZ
Walnut Creek, CA

Min. - 0.8, Max. - 13.3, Mean - 3.33

2.0

33

3.33

4.0 st 2,000 GSF + 2.5 for additional GSF
0 - 1.67, depending on Zone

2.5 - 3.0, depending on planning district
3.33 Ist 5 floors + 2.5 for additional units
4.5/1,000 NSEY + 1.0/company vehicle

0.5 - 2.5 depending on Zone
2.0-2.5

3.33

2.5

5.0/1,000 SF "usable floor area"
1.0

Min. 2.0, Max. 3.0/1,000 Net SF
1.0 - 1.67 min.; 1.5 - 3.33 max.
2.5/1,000 GSF over 2,000 GSF
3.33

2.0

5.0

4.0/1,000 GLSF

Source:

1/ Net square feet.

2/ Maximums may be exceeded but with FAR penalty. This has been done on some occasions.

JHK & Associates, Parking Policies Study for Montgomery County, Maryland,

November 1982.

TABLE 9

Parking Requirements for Office
Buildings in Selected Jurisdictions
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JURISDICTION

PARKING REQUIREMENTS (Spaces/unit)

Eno Foundationl/
Washington Metro Area

Montgomery County
Gaithersburg

Rockyvilie

Prince George's County
District of Columbia
Alexandria

Arlington

Fairfax County

Moderate to Large Cities

Baltimore, MD
New Orleans, LA
Oakland, CA
Phoenix, AZ
Richmond, YA
St. Paul, MN
Tampa, FL

Suburban Counties or

Municipalities

Bellevue, WA
Cambridge, MA
Evanston, IL
Henrico Co., YA
Qak Park, IL
Tempe, AZ
Walnut Creek, CA

Mean - 1.2, Min. - 0.5, Max. - 2.0

| BR- 1.0, 2 BR - 1.25, 3+ BR - L.5

1 BR - 1.0, 2 BR - 1.25, 3+ BR ~ 1.5

| BR - 1.33, 2 BR - 1.66, 3 BR - 1.99

0.25 - 1.0/unit

! BR-1.0,2+ BR ~ 1.5

1.13 1lst 200 units + 1.0 for additional units
1.5/unit

0.25 < 1.0/unit

1.0/unit

1.0 - 1.5/unit

| BR-1.3;2BR - 1.5; 3+ BR - 2.0
1.5/unit

1.5/unit

1.0/unit

Min. 1.0/unit, Max. 2.0/unit

1.0/unit

1.0 for units 700 SF; 1.25 for units 700 SF
1.5/unit

1.0/unit (max. 2.0/unit)

| BR-1.5;2-3BR -2.0

1.25 - 1.67 funit

Source:

Zoning, Parking and Traffic, Eno Foundation, 1972 - Compilation of over 300 zoning ordinances

around the country.

November 1982.

JHK & Associates, Parking Policies Study for Montgomery County, Maryland,

TABLE 10

Parking Requirements for Multi-Family
Dwellings in Selected Jurisdictions
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JURISDICTION

PARKING REQUIREMENTS (Spaces/1,000 GLSF)

Eno Foundation
Washington Metro Area
Montgomery County
Gaithersburg
Rockyille
Prince George's County

District of Columbia
Alexandria
Arlington
Fairfax County
Moderate to Large Cities
Baltimore, MD
New Orleans, LA
Qakland, CA
Phoenix, AZ
Richmond, VA
St. Paul, MN
Tampa, FL
Suburban Counties or
Municipalities
Believue, WA
Cambridge, MA
Evanston, IL
Henrico Co., YA
Oak Park, IL
Tempe, AZ
Walnut Creek, CA

Mean - 4.4, Min. - 1.0, Max. - 13.3

10/1,000 SF patron area + 3.33 - 0.67/1,000 SF add | area-l-/
5.56 for floors at grade + 2.5 for other ﬂoorsz/
7.5 up to 10,000 GLSF + 5.0 for additional area

By parking generation group: 6.67/1,000 GSF normal; 10.0 high;
2.0 low

No req't Lst 1,000 GSF; 0 - 5/1,000 GSF additional area
3.03 - 5.22 for buildings over 20,000 GLSF

5.0/1,000 GLSF

5.0 for lst 1,000 GLSF + 6 for each additional 1,000 GLSF

1.66 - 3.33/1,000 GLSF

1.66 - 5/1,000 GSF

2.5 - 5/1,000 GLSF

5.0/1,000 GLSF

6.67/1,000 SF "usable floor area"
2.0/1,000 GSF

Min. 4.0/1,000 GSF, Max. 5.0/1,000 GSF
1.11 = 2.0 min.; 1.67 - 4.0 max.
3.33/1,000 GSF over 2,000 GSF
5.0/1,000 GLSF

2.0/1,000 GSE

4.0/1,000 GSF

3-4SF parking/l GSF floor area

1/ Regional shopping centers in separate category with 5.41/1,000 GLSF

2/ For shopping centers over 600,000 GLSF, 5.0 foc floors at grade plus 2.5 for other floors

Source: JHK & Associates, Parking Policies Study for Montgomery County, Maryland,

November 1982.

TABLE 11

Parking Requirements for Retail Uses in
Selected Jurisdictions
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Reserved

Monthly Monthly Parking Ocecupancy
Parking Rate Parking Rate for Rate

for SOV's for 3-Person Carpool Carpools? (as of 12/86)
Plaza Center $37 $27 No 889%
Skyline Tower $43 $20 Yes 62%
One Bellevue $55 (covered) No discount No 84%

Center $35 (surface)

Rainier Plaza 45 (surface) No Discount No 40%

T/SD-4/1

$65 (underground)

Although Skyline Tower offers both preferential parking spaces and a discount
for carpoolers, the developer has not been able to realize significant rideshar-

ing usage because of the low building occupancy rate.

If the City determines that the development is not meeting all of its parking
demand on-site, a Transportation Management Plan designed to reduce single-
occupant vehicle trips must be submitted. The building permit agreement sets
a ceiling on the developer's cost to implement that plan.

The City of Seattle's Experience with Preferential

Carpool Parking Requirements

The ecity of Seattle requires each new downtown development to meet its
parking demand on-site through a substantial commitment to ridesharing. In
1978 the ecity adopted specific policies authorizing city agencies to require
measures to mitigate adverse parking impacts as part of the environmental
review process. One of these mitigating measures was a requirement to

provide preferential parking spaces for earpool or vanpool vehicles.

The city's downtown parking policies had two major objectives: to encourage
alternatives to SOVs, and to control the supply of parking spaces downtown.
Amendments to the zoning code removed the minimum parking requirement
for certain areas of downtown and placed a ceiling on the amount of parking
that couid be provided by a project. These amendments, however, focused

only on limiting the supply of parking and did not enact specific measures to
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promote alternatives to SOVs. The assumption was made that limiting the

supply of parking would automatically encourage ridesharing.49

In 1981 the city established a method for estimating the parking demand of
downtown buildings. The methodology started with an estimate of the number
of employees, based on the projected square footage, and then allocated these
employees to several modes of arrival. A large percentage was estimated to
use transit, based on existing and projected levels of transit ridership. An
estimate of 10% or less of the employees was assumed to ride bicycles or
walk. The remaining employees were divided into two groups: those who
drove alone to work and those who rode with others. Demand in terms of the
number of parking spaces was then determined, with the specific number of
SOVs isolated.

To accomplish the goal of increasing the number of employees ridesharing, the
city developed a carpool parking set-aside requirement. The number of SOV
spaces was divided by three (the minimum number of individuals necessary to
qgualify as a carpool on the freeway HOV lanes at the time) and the resulting
number of spaces had to be set aside for the exclusive use of carpools. If such
spaces were empty by 9:30 a.m., they could then revert to short-term parking.
In no event, however, were the set-aside spaces to be leased as long-term
parking for non-earpool vehicles.

To promote carpool use within the project, the developer was also required to
undertake the following actions:

1.  Establish a transportation coordinator within the building.

25 Conduct periodic promotional efforts to encourage employee use of
transit and carpools.

3. Grant a designated Commuter Pool representative right of entry to the

parking facilities to monitor results on a quarterly basis.

The city was to reevaluate the effectiveness of the ridesharing conditions 12
months after the building achieved 80 percent oecupancy.
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By mid-1981, several of the office buildings approved with ridesharing condi-
tions were completed and occupied. The effectiveness of the ridesharing

program was evaluated on the basis of the following criteria:

1. effectiveness in reducing the opportunity for long-term SOV parking
2. use of the carpool set-aside spaces
3. private sector acceptability, and

4. enforceability of ridesharing conditions

From 1979-1982, Seattle's program of requiring ridesharing conditions on
building permits theoretically reduced long-term parking supply for SOVs by
42 percent. However, at no time did verified carpools and vanpools occupy
more than 2 percent of the total number of parking spaces set aside for HOVs
in the garage facilities. Five possible reasons for this lack of use were:46

1. Employees who formerly drove alone and might have carpooled and
parked at the site were now arriving at the building by transit, bieyele,
walking, or were being dropped off.

2. Employees were parking at other, less costly locations nearby.

3. The original estimate of long-term parking demand may have been too
high.

4. The carpool parking set-aside may not have been properly administered
by the developers. It appeared that some developers were allowing
tenants of a projeet to park SOVs in long-term spaces owned by the
developer in another section of the CBD, while converting the carpool

set-aside spaces at the new project to short-term parking.

5. Carpoolers working in buildings elose to the eity's publiec carpool parking
area may have chosen to park there rather than at their building because
the city's rate was $10.00 per month, as opposed to the market rate of
$80.00.
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Evaluation of the ridesharing program's aceceptability to developers indicated
that the program failed on this point. Developers resented restrictions on the
use of their long-term parking supply and perceived the carpool parking set-
aside as a threat to the marketability of their projeet. In addition, the
ridesharing requirement was often applied at the end of the permit-approval

process.

Within the past few years the city's ridesharing requirement for new CBD
office buildings has changed somewhat, based on the lessons learned during the

first few years of the program. The primary changes are:

1 The traffic mitigation requirements have been incorporated into the
city's zoning code, rather than being handled as part of the environmen-
tal review process. This enabled developers to know the requirements in

advanece of the review of a development proposal.

2. The definition of "carpool" was changed from three persons to two
persons.

3. The carpool parking set-aside has been replaced by a requirement which
gives the developer the option of either setting aside at least 20 pereent
of the long-term parking spaces for use by earpools, or providing a

minimum of a 30 percent discount on the parking rates for carpoolers.

As of December 1986, the city has agreements for ecarpool parking provision
with about 18 buildings. There are about 1,900 off-street carpool parking

spaces in buildings and 640 additional spaces in the public earpool parking
area.

83



REFERENCES

Section 4: Parking Management

1

10
11
12

13

14
15

16

17
18
19

20

T/SD-4/1

John F. DiRenzo, Bart Cima, Edward Barber and Wayne Berman, "Overview of
Implemented Parking Management Tacties," Transportation Research Record,
p. 1.

Publie Technology, Ine., The Coordination of Parking with Public Transpor-
tation and Ridesharing, June 1982, p. 2.

JHK & Associates, Parking Policies Study for Montgomery County, Maryland,
prepared for Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission,
November 1982, p. 32.

Ibid., p. 34.
Ibid., pp. 37-38.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Traffic Mitigation Reference Guide,
December 1984, p. 7.

Ibid., p. 7.
Ibid., p. 7.

Op Cit., Parking Policies Study for Montgomery County, Maryland, p. 110.

These construction costs are derived from costs in downtown Seattle.

Op Cit., Traffic Mitigation Reference Guide, p. 7.

Op Cit., Parking Policies Study for Montgomery County, Maryland, p. 110.

Jan Aarts and Jeffrey Hamm, The Effect of Ridesharing Programs on Suburban
Employment Center Parking Demand, Seattle, Wa., January 1984, p. 11.

Op Cit., "Overview of Implemented Parking Management Tactics," p. 2.
Ibid., p. 2.

Op Cit., The Coordination of Parking with Public Transportation and Ride-
sharing, p. 4.

Op Cit., "Overview of Implemented Parking Management Tactics," p. 4.

Op Cit., Parking Policies Study for Montgomery County, Maryland, p. 153.

Op Cit., Parking Policies Study for Montgomery County, Maryland, p. 62.

Ibid., p. 62.

84



21

22

23
24
25
26

27

28

29

30
31

32

33

34

35
36

37

38

39

40

41

T/SD-4/1

Ibid., p. 153

Urban Consortium for Technology Initiatives, Flexible Parking Requirements,
Washington, D.C. June 1982, p. 7.

Ibid., p. T.
Ibid., p. 4.
Ibid., p. 4.

Op Cit., New Directions in Central Business District Parking Policies.

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit Distriet, Guide for Including Publie Transit in
Land Use Planning, 1983, p. 9. '

Puget Sound Couneil of Governments, Regional Transportation Plan, Septem-
ber 1982, p. 135.

Don H. Pickrell and Donald C. Shoup, "Employer-Subsidized Parking and Work-
Trip Mode Choice," Transportation Researeh Record #786, p. 30.

Op Cit., New Direections in Central Business Distriet Parking Policies.

Op Cit., "Overview of Implemented Parking Management Tacties," p. 7.

Telephone interview with Alan Bennett, Seattle Ridesharing Coordinator,
March 28, 1986.

Op Cit., Parking Policies Study for Montgomery County, Md, p. 61.

Edward M. Whitlock, The Effects of Inereasing Rates on Parking Usage,
presented at the National Ridesharing Conference in Baltimore, Maryland,
September 1978, p. 10.

Ibid., p. 13.
Ibid., p. 13.

Op Cit., The Coordination of Parking with Public Transportation and Ride-
sharing, p. 9.

Telephone Interview with Robert Johnston, Supervisor of Employee Transpor-
tation, Atlantic Richfield Co., October, 1985.

Frederic R. Caponiti and C. Thomas VanVechten, Parking Management in the
Distriet of Columbia, Washington, D.C., January 13, 1986, p. 8.

Op Cit., "Overview of Implemented Parking Management Tactics," p. 8.

Op Cit., The Effect of Ridesharing Programs on Suburban Employment Center
Parking Demand

85



42

43

44

45

46

T/SD-4/1

Ibid., p. 16.

Federal Highway Administration, Model Parking Code Provisions to Encourage
Ridesharing and Transit Use, September 1983, p. 18.

Tomoki Noguchi, "Shaping a Suburban Aectivity Center through Transit and
Pedestrian Incentives: Bellevue CBD Planning Experience," Transportation
Research Record, #861, p. 1.

Jeffrey Hamm and Melody McCutchen, "Land Use Regulations to Promote
Ridesharing: an Evaluation of the Seattle Approach," Transportation Quar-
terly, Vol. 37, Nov. 4, October 1983, p. 480.

Ibid., p. 489.

86



Section 5:
Mechanisms For Incorporating
Public Transportation Concerns

Into The Development Review Process
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1. FACTORS CONSIDERED BY METRO IN REVIEWING DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS

Local jurisdiction planning staffs have an opportunity to incorporate public transpor-

tation concerns at a number of steps in the planning process:

Comprehensive plans

Transportation/community plans

Educational institutions' general development/facilities plans
Neighborhood/community plans

Zoning code

0O O O O o O

Development site plans

In reviewing environmental impact statement documents, Metro staff have the

following general concerns regarding any type of development or action:

1‘

5.

General traffic impaets - To what extent will traffic to and from the project

contribute to congestion on roadways in the vicinity of the project?

Is the development of sufficient density by itself to warrant possible consider-
ation of transit service or, if transit service is already present, a bus zone with
shelter facilities?

Has the developer proposed measures to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips
to and from the site? Is there an opportunity for employer-sponsored, Metro-

assisted transportation management programs?

Is the developer proposing programs consistent with local and regional

ridesharing goals?

Is the amount of parking being provided higher than the local jurisdietion's

requirement?

In reviewing development site plans, Metro's concerns focus principally on internal

cireulation (in particular, whether a bus could use the road system) and accessibility

to public transportation service if the development is of sufficient size that it may

need service.
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In areas of significant traffiec congestion, such as downtown Seattle and downtown

Bellevue, Metro reviews proposed development projects on the basis of the following

points:

Access of coaches to bus zones

Access of pedestrians to zones unimpeded by street furniture, or vehieles
coming or going to structured parking garages, lots, ete.

Spacing between zones

Opportunities for on-site rideshare programs or joint programs with
adjacent sites.

Particular types of projects are reviewed for the following factors:

Office/Industrial/Manufacturing

T/SD-4/1

If transit service is available, Metro evaluates how far employees would
have to walk to the nearest bus stop. Is the developer providing a direet
pedestrian connection, or does the employee have to walk through an
expanse of parking to reach the bus stop? Is a passenger shelter being
provided?

Is it practical to route service through the development? If so, attention
needs to be paid to roadway system geometrics, pavement thickness,

congestion and bus turnaround areas.

Is the proposed parking supply greater than that required by the local
jurisdietion and likely to discourage use of high oceupaney vehicles?

Has the project proponent developed a Transportation Management Plan
(TMP) or an on-site rideshare program? The elements of a TMP may

inelude, but are not limited to, the following:

a, Distribute information concerning alternative transportation modes

to employers for their employees or directly to employees.
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Shopping centers

b.

c'
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Provide ridematching information.

Provide a Commuter Information Center if there is a large

employer or central location with protected pedestrian access.

Encourage employers to participate in subsidized vanpool pro-

grams.

Provide transit pass and carpool/vanpool subsidies to employees

using these modes.

Participate in the provision of shuttle or other paratransit servieces

to and from key transit centers, park-and-ride lots, ete.

Provide a preferential HOV parking program.

Participate in a Transportation Management Association, if one

exists.

Sell transit passes on-site.

Encourage employers to allow flexible working hours for as many

employees as possible.

Location, traffic, and access are the greatest concerns

Internal road network should accommodate the movement of coaches

Route facilities (e.g., passenger shelters) should be readily accessible to

shoppers

Opportunities for leased park-and-pool space are reviewed

Opportunities for rideshare incentives for employees and subsidies for

customers are evaluated.
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Residential subdivisions

If transit service is available, aceessibility to route facilities is of more
concern. This is particularly true where some type of open space area
buffers the roadway from the development.

The road system may need more attention if it is practical to route
service through the development.

Metro encourages provision of rideshare materials in common spaces, if

they exist (such as apartment building lobbies}.

Road improvement projeets
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Road improvement projects are primarily a concern to Metro because of
possible impacts on bus service. Metro needs to be provided with
adequate notice of any forthecoming road work which has the potential to
delay or otherwise disrupt normal service.

Geometrics and pavement thickness for new roadways should be designed
to standards that accommodate transit vehicles.

Opportunities for HOV facilities are evaluated.
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IL SPECIAL ZONING TOOLS AVAILABLE FOR ENCOURAGING PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION

A variety of specialized zoning techniques can be adopted by local jurisdictions to

bring about public transportation-oriented land use development. These zoning

techniques include the following:

T/SD-4/1

Planned Unit De_velopment1

Rather than approving a large development on a lot-by-lot basis, the local
government approves the entire project or large portions of the project at one
time, in exchange for the developer dedicating various public amenities within
the projects. The local governing body may be able to require dedication of
land for transit facilities such as bus turnouts, benches, shelters, landing pads,

and similar items.

Floating Zoning?

A floating zone is a zoning distriet adopted in a zoning ordinance but not fixed
to any location in the community. Floating zoning is usually intended to
locate one or more particular uses in an area devoted to other uses. It is often
used to locate planned unit developments. By allowing planned unit develop-

ments, more transit orientation is likely to ocecur.

Bonus or Incentive Zoning3

Zoning incentives are provisions built into a zoning code that permit an
applicant to acquire expanded development rights, such as higher densities, in
exchange for providing some publie benefit, including locating near existing
transit service. Another possible form of this concept is to require less

parking from developers near existing transit service.

93



T/SD-4/1

Mixed-Use Zoning#

This concept allows dissimilar but compatible uses within the same area. Use
of this concept can provide more efficient use of transit by generating trips at

all times of the day.

Special Districts®

Some cities such as Portland, Oregon have set up a special commercial distriet
in the downtown area. The main goal of the commercial district is to control
types of land use and limit auto use by controlling the cost of parking.
Another technique is to develop critical area overlays with special transporta-
tion system management requirements designed to reduce single-occupant
vehicle traffie.

Special Neighborhood Commercial Zones®

This concept involves the establishment of small shopping centers within each
neighborhood. This can result in less auto travel and a greater orientation
toward publie transit.

Land Banking7

Land banking refers to the practice of state or local governments acquiring
land in advance of development to ensure the continuing availability of sites,
control timing, location, type and scale of development; prevent urban sprawl;
and reserve for the public those gains in land values resulting from governmen-
tal activity. Although a controversial practice, land banking can be useful in
encouraging transit-supportive development, particularly as part of an overall
corridor development strategy.

Transit Zoning Districts®

The establishment of a transit zoning distriet could be considered wherever a

major fixed transit facility, such as a transit center, exists. The adoption of a
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new zoning classification similar to other special distriet classifications would
be required. This would allow consideration of higher density residential uses
and also encourage "mixed use" development through rezoning and incentives
near transit facilities. Site design review would be required for all new
development proposed in the zone.

The general approach involves rezoning blocks immediately around the transit
facility to allow higher-density residential development and prohibit automo-
bile-oriented uses. The zoning code would be amended to require pedestrian
improvements near transit facilities, Developers would be encouraged to
develop land in a way that serves the public interest by allowing density

bonuses and/or reducing parking requirements.

Transit compatible zoning has been used in the Portland, Oregon area, where a
new light rail line opened in Fall, 1986. In 1982 the City of Gresham, a
suburban terminus of the light rail line, created two special land use
designations: a central urban core area and transit development districts. The
central core area was formed to promote mixed use development (retail/resi-
dential/office) within the ecity's downtown area. Three transit development
distriets of 10-11 acres in size were established, each surrounding a light rail
station. The primary uses allowed in these districts are high-density residen-
tial and business office development. Residential density within the transit
development districts ranges from 24-45 dwelling units per acre. Up to
75 dwelling units per acre is permitted if the developer provides a direct
pedestrian eonnection from the residential complex to the light rail station.
The city has also upzoned several existing residential areas, attempting to
allow increases in density while maintaining the character of the older
residential neighborhoods. Gresham hopes to develop a special parking
district, where developers would have a choice of providing their own parking
or paying an "in-lieu-of" fee. The city would then use the latter to create
municipal parking and promote shared parking opportunities. Multnomah
County is using a similar approach to promote transit-compatible develop-

ment around its new light rail stations.
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Transportation Systems Management Ordinance

Adoption of a TSM ordinance would enable a local jurisdietion to impose
traffic mitigation requirements on commercial, residential, and retail develop-
ers as a condition of development. By incorporating such requirements into
the zoning code, as opposed to the EIS review process, local governments
provide developers a better opportunity to inelude the cost of a T'SM program
in their project budget at the outset of their proposal.
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PHONE NUMBERS FOR METRO SERVICES

Ridematch - 625-4500

Transit pass subsidy - 684-1716

Custom bus - 684-1543

Environmental review - 684-1612

Memorandums of Agreement (City of Seattle) - 684-1607
Transportation Management Plans (Other than City of Seattle) - 684-1613
Carpool certification program - 684-1607

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Ordinance - 684-1620
Downtown Seattle Transit Project - 684-1420

Transit Centers - 684-1636

Park-and-Ride/Pool lots - 684-1652

Vehicle specifications - 684-1629

General route information - 447-4800
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GLOSSARY

bonus zoning - a zoning tool whiech permits developers to be awarded a bonus, such as
increased density, in exchange for providing desired amenities, such as additional
open space or wider sidewalks.

cooperative financing - the concept that private development must bear a larger share of
the cost of public infrastructure.

custom bus service - bus service open to the general public which is typically commuter-
oriented, operating fixed routes and schedules tailored to the travel times and
patterns of "subseribers."

demand responsive - refers to a transportation service that does not stay on a fixed route,
but deviates to provide door-to-door service to customers who phone in advance.

destination parking - refers to parking management programs at the activity center end of
a trip, such as employment sites.

delayed parking provision - a provision written into a zoning code that allows a developer
o build less parking in exchange for reserving a portion of the site as landscaping, in
case additional parking is needed in the future.

employee density - the number of employees per 1,000 square feet of work space.

flexible parking reguirements - parking requirements that relax the amount of off-street
parking called for in local zoning codes in return for developer support of public
parking, mass transit, or ridesharing programs.

floating zoning - a zone that floats over the county until it is affixed to a particular
parcel of land. In typieal application, the local jurisdiction creates a zone outlining
certain uses and when a property owner submits an application for development that
can go in only that type of zone, the legislative body may designate such a zone on
the-official zoning map.

fringe parking - parking facilities located outside, but in close proximity to, the CBD.

headway - time interval between successive in-service vehicles traveling in the same
direction, usually expressed as an average number of minutes.

HOVs - high occupaney vehicles; vehicles carrying three or more persons (two under
specific circumstances).

land banking - large scale acquisition of land directly by governmental bodies.

level-of-service (LOS) ~ a qualitative measurement of the level of traffic congestion on a
roadway, based on vehicle operating speed, travel time, traffie interruptions, safety
and driving ecomfort. Measured on a scale from "A" to "F" with A indicating the best
service and F indieating the worst service.
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mandatory ceilings - refers to an upper limit placed by a local jurisdiction on the number
of parking spaces that can be provided by a developer.

mixed use development - a development which contains a variety of land use types in one
project.

mixed use zoning - zoning which permits 2 combination of usually separated uses within a
single development.

mode split - the percentage of overall trips made by different means of transportation.

net residential density - density of the residential acreage; excludes land that is vacant or
zoned for other purposes.

origin parking program - refers to parking programs developed at the origin, or home, end
of a trip, such as park-and-ride/pool facilities.

parking management - actions taken to alter the supply, operations, and/or parking
demand of a jurisdiction's parking system and to further the attainment of loecal
transportation, economie, environmental, and other objectives.

passenger loading zones - locations designated for picking up transit, earpool, or vanpool
passengers.

planned unit development - a development characterized by a unified site design for a
number of housing units, elustering buildings, and providing eommon open space,
density increases and a mix of building types and land uses. It permits the planning
of a project and the calculation of densities over the entire development, rather
than on an individual lot-by-lot basis.

productivity - a measure of the ridership of a transit route, as a ratio of the route's
capacity.

residential parking permit program - a form of on-street parking supply restriction
designed to control the excess parking demand created by persons who live outside a
neighborhood but park their vehicles there in order to shop, work, or attend school
nearby.

revenue hour - an aggregation of time during whiech service is available to ecarry
passengers; it excludes layover, deadhead, or other "non-revenue" service time.

secondary urban area - areas just outside the Seattle Central Business Distriet which have
an expected high transit demand.

speecial distriets - districts established to accommodate a narrow or special set of uses or
purposes, such as open-space distriets, transit impaect districts, or research park
distriets.

SOVs - single-occupant vehicles.

transit zoning districts - a zoning approach which involves rezoning blocks immediately
around a transit faeility to allow higher-density residential development.
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Transportation Management Association - an organization that seeks collaboratively to
solve parking, transportation and access problems of growing urban centers through
non-capital intensive programs.

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Ordinance - an ordinance passed by a loeal
jurisdiction whieh requires developers to provide incentives to building occupants to
use alternatives to the private auto.

trip attractions - destinations which attract a large number of trips.

trip productions - land use types which produce a large number of trips at the origin end,
for example, multi-family housing.

volume/capaeity ratio - a measure of traffic congestion on a particular roadway. If the
volume/capacity ratio is greater than 1, then the traffic volumes exceed the design
capacity of the roadway.
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Parking

- construetion, 55-57

- demand for, 53, 55

- destination parking program, 24
- flexible requirements, 63-68

- management of, 51-52, 73-74, 80
-  minimum requirements, 63-67

- origin parking program, 24-25

- reductions, 52, 63-68

- residential permit program, 58
- spillover, 64, 70

- subsidized, 68-71

Planned Unit Development, 93
Priecing, 68-71

Ridematching, 3, 24

Roadway Design, 35, 41-42, 44, 90-92
Secondary Urban Areas, 34

Shuttle Service, 35

Site Plan, 29, 35, 40-41, 46-47, 89
Street Frontage, 40

Suburban Megacenters, 1

Target Market, 17, 23

Threshold, 20

Timed Transfer, 34

Traffic Congestion, 1-2, 5-7, 10, 12, 89, 90
Transit

- centers, 1, 34
- compatible zoning, 95
- demand, 18-20, 22

Transportation Management

- Association, 91
- Plan, 90
- programs, 36

Trip

- attraections, 39

- productions, 39
Vanpools, 3, 17, 24, 46, 58, 61, 63, 69, 82, 91
Volume/Capacity Ratio, 6-7, 12
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Walkways, 34-35, 40, 44
Zoning

- floating, 93
- incentives, 93
- mixed use, 94
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